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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this action research was to determine program attendance, 
program interest and whether the present program model offered by the housing 
department at The University of Southern Mississippi was beneficial to campus housing 
students.  An additional purpose was to generate data that would guide future changes of 
the program model to increase the engagement and participation level of campus housing 
residents.  The researcher collected data from a sample group of 178 returning campus 
housing residents, who had experienced at least one academic year of hall programming.  
The findings revealed that majority of the program participants where females, possessed 
a high GPA, and notated an overall interest in Academic programs.  The results were 
compared to previous literature and were found to have similar outcomes.  This study 
included several recommendations to increase the resident’s participation in campus 
housing programs.   
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 - INTRODUCTION 
Institutions of higher education invest time, money, and pay a sizable workforce 
to create campus environments that foster student engagement.  Campus housing is 
among the many units in higher education that offers co-curricular activities to create a 
sense of belonging for students opting to reside on campus.  Despite the effort, student 
engagement has shown a decline over the past two years.  In a pursuit to continue to 
create and develop innovative ways to engage today’s incoming students and potential 
future leaders, this study seeks ideas and suggestions from past campus housing students.  
Sengupta, (2017) conducted research on the student’s perspective and how it would assist 
in guiding future activities for students.  Likewise, this study is designed to seek reasons 
why the decline and ways to improve the attendance from the student’s perspective.  
Therefore, the student’s perspective on campus housing programming takes lead in this 
study to guide future enhancements for housing professionals.  
 Tinto (1993) reminds higher education practitioners that this should be a long-
term process of continual improvement where programs are developed and assessed 
seamlessly across campus.  According to Tinto (1993), building strong social programs 
and interactive communities assist with the overall retention of the university.  Campus 
housing program models play an intricate role in introducing university resources and 
opportunities to students who typically, would have not participated in campus activities.   
Programming in the residence halls also acts as a springboard for incoming students, who 
were highly involved at prior educational systems.   
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Background 
The University of Southern Mississippi campus housing Residence Education 
(ResEd) team has maintained the same program offerings for several years.  One 
noticeable trend is that over these years there has been a decline in attendance of those for 
whom the programing is for: residential students.  The importance of programming 
within campus housing domain is clearly defined in several prior studies.  According to 
de Araujo and Murray (2010), campus housing has the capacity to offer more than 
comfortable spaces; it also provides locations for robust social programs and academic 
support, along with a sense of community.  Good programming that is well attended by this 
student sub-group helps to support their educational paths and enrich their social lives at 
the university.  Umbach and Wawrzynski (2005) illuminate the importance of how 
educators teach and how their lessons can ignite students’ engagement processes.  In 
reference to the Umbach and Wawrzynski’s (2005) study, the methods in which campus 
housing para-professional and professional staff facilitate programs correlate directly to 
program attendance and resident engagement as well as presents a positive effect. 
General Description 
The Department of Housing and Residence Life at USM offers a variety of extra-
curricular activities outside of the classroom.  The department dedicates several layers of 
para-professional and professional staff, known as the ResEd team, to accomplish the 
goals of informing and connecting students to campus resources, engaging students in 
educational programs and activities, and supporting student academic success.  As a 
result, many staff members become mentors to residential students. 
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The ResEd team is comprised of an Associate Director, three Assistant Directors, 
an Academic Initiatives and Assessment Coordinator (AIA), nine Residence Life 
Coordinators (RLC), nine Senior Resident Assistants (SRA), 112 Resident Assistants 
(RA), and up to fifty Peer Academic Liaisons (PAL).  Each position is uniquely designed 
to oversee specific areas to ensure residents receive a holistic campus housing 
experience.  The AIA Coordinator is responsible for overseeing the tutoring and 
mentoring efforts for first-year residents.  The RLC oversees the daily operations of their 
assigned residence hall(s).  In addition, RLCs are charged with maintaining civility 
among residents by educating them through programmatic efforts within the hall(s).  As 
supervisors of SRAs and RAs, RLCs assist in the guidance of RA facilitated programs.  
The intentions of each program are purposely centered on the overall university’s 
mission, which includes both direct and indirect stakeholders in academic affairs and 
student affairs.  
Statement of Problem  
The Department of Housing and Residence Life peer-to-peer student engagement 
efforts provide an approximately 1,120 educational programs each academic year, which 
includes fall and spring semesters.  Although a few programs are offer during the summer 
semester, these numbers are not included in aforementioned totals.  Hall programs are 
presented each semester to a campus housing community with a capacity up to 3400 
residents, which includes freshmen and upperclassmen.  The educational programs cover 
a wide range of informative topics, such as academics, wellness, campus safety, and 
community builders (socials).  To account for student program attendance, program 
participation surveys are given to each student who attends a program within the 
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residential halls.  Once the program has ended, each student is asked to voluntarily 
complete a survey.  The surveys are aggregated monthly and allow the ResEd team to 
monitor attendance levels.  The survey was developed by the Academic Initiatives and 
Assessment Coordinator during the summer of June 2016.  The program participation 
survey has items that request information to identify the type of program the student 
attended and learning outcomes of that particular program.  Each program type has its 
own learning outcomes.  A copy of the survey can be found in Appendix A.  The data 
from the academic year of 2017 -2018 program participation survey displayed program 
attendance out of 3,289 campus housing students, who began residing in the fall, as 
Academics (16%), Wellness and Life Skills (21%), Social Justice and Civic Engagement 
(16%), Campus Safety (15%), and Social Programs (39%).  The academic year of 2018-
2019 program participation surveys yielded program attendance out of 3,398 campus 
housing students, who began residing in the fall, as Academics (9%), Wellness and Life 
Skills (17%), Social Justice and Civic Engagement (4%), Campus Safety (7%), and 
Social Programs (38%).  It is important to note that during the academic year, student 
may leave campus housing for various reasons.  Student attendance to campus housing 
programs have overall decreased and this study inquires to find a solution to increase the 
attendance numbers.  The challenge of actively engaging this student sub-group will 
continue to be problematic if the ResEd team does not employ new practices for 
improvement.  These new practices may perhaps come from the recipients of the 
educational experience.  
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Statement of Purpose  
The purpose of this action research was to seek the student’s perspective of 
campus housing programming by inquiring program attendance, program interest, and 
program benefits from past students who had participated in at least one programming 
effort offered by the ResEd team.  Another purpose was to generate data to be used as 
groundwork to guide future protocols for increasing student engagement and participation 
in programs offered to future residents.  For this study the researcher collected data from 
returning campus housing students who were classified as a sophomores, juniors, or 
seniors at The University of Southern Mississippi.  The data were collected to determine 
factors that would motivate returning campus housing students to disclose the barriers 
that prevent high attendance to programs offered within the residence halls.  The 
overarching aim of this study is to inform the ResEd team about the reason(s) why 
program attendance is decreasing, determine the types of programs residents are 
interested in attending, and motivate the ResEd team to develop innovative ways to 
improve and enhance the attractiveness of programs within campus housing.  
Research Questions 
1. What percentage of students living in campus housing attend programs facilitated 
by the student staff in the Department of Housing and Residence Life at The 
University of Southern Mississippi? 
2. What type of the programs do students living in campus housing consider most 
beneficial to them, and most likely to yield high participation/attendance?  
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3. What action(s) can the Department of Housing and Residence Life implement to 
increase program participation from students living in campus housing when 
facilitated by student staff? 
Definition of Terms 
To start the action research, certain terms were utilized to prompt the research 
process.  The researcher used terms and definition from the Education Resources 
Information Center (ERIC).  The researcher notated and reviewed prior literature.  The 
terms and their ERIC definitions are: 1) Learner Engagement: the meaningful 
involvement by learners in their own education or training. Indicators may include active 
participation in instruction and other school activities, desire to succeed, willingness to 
expend effort to achieve, and persistence in the face of obstacles, 2) Student 
Participation: involvement of students in school or non-school activities, 3) 
Extracurricular Activities: under the sponsorship or direction of a school, of the type for 
which participation generally is not required and credit generally is not awarded, 4) 
Motivation Techniques: techniques used to prompt an individual or group to act in a 
specified way, and finally 5) Supplementary Education: education provided outside of 
school hours either to reinforce and support the regular school program or to compensate 
for educational disadvantages.  Other common terms used within the study are Resident 
Assistants (RA) and Residence Education (ResEd).  An RA is a paraprofessional who is 
assigned to a residential hall floor to perform tasks such as on-call duty, building 
walkthroughs, checking in and out students, and facilitating programs.  The RA is 
compensated with a room and board scholarship.  ResEd is considered a team of 
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paraprofessionals and professionals designated to serve campus housing students and 
support the student’s holistic academic and social experience. 
Delimitations 
Delimitations are decisions and choices made by the researcher that describe the 
boundaries that have been set for the study.  As far as the sample is concerned, this 
project only looked at undergraduate students who lived on the USM campus for at least 
one year.  Thus, the design does not consider those in the freshman class of 2019, nor 
does it include graduate-level students.  Also, the researcher chose to only collect data 
from qualified participants in the fall of 2019.  Finally, the researcher chosen to design 
and develop her own instrument to collect data and chose not to pilot the instrument. 
Items included in the instrument, however, are based on insights and findings gather from 
the literature on college student programming discussed in Chapter 2.   
Limitations 
Limitations are shortcomings or weaknesses with the research design that the 
researcher cannot control.  In general, limitations are conditions or influences out of the 
control of the researcher that place restrictions on the methodology and conclusions.  The 
main limitation with this research is that it is an action research study at a specific time 
and place on a non-randomized sample.  The findings, like nearly all action research 
studies, cannot be generalized to other students a USM, past or future present, or to other 
colleges and universities.   
Assumptions 
Assumptions are those aspects of the study that the researcher accepts as true, or 
at least plausible.  Most of the assumptions made about this study include well-known 
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assumptions about the use of survey methodology in social science research.  Stated 
explicitly, there is an assumption that: 
1. All participants will respond to the survey honestly, truthfully, and accurately. 
2. All participants will understand all the items as written. 
3. The instrument items are reliable and valid measures of the facts and factors that 
the researcher has chosen to study. 
4. The researcher has collected and analyzed the data honestly and accurately. 
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 – LITERATURE REVIEW  
Themes of Discovery  
Defining Student Engagement 
Student engagement has been a topic of interest among higher education 
professionals for many years due to its well-established link to student success.  
Literature on how to improve student engagement dates much earlier than the 1990s, 
according to Zepke and Leach (2010).  According to Chapman (2003), the definition of 
student engagement is when students proactively take ownership of their learning through 
participation and emotional commitment.  Researchers have accentuated students’ 
motivation and effort as a means of engagement (Schuetz, 2008).  Proposed by Australian 
Council of Educational Research (ACER), a student’s involvement in activities defines 
engagement and links to a high-quality learning outcome (ACER, 2008, p. vi).  
Furthermore, according to Astin (1993), student engagement is when students self-
motivate themselves to become involved in academic, interpersonal, and co-curricular 
activities offered by universities.  In short, engaged students organize their human capital 
and resources.   
Caruth (2018) defines student engagement as “a concept that is approximately 
three-quarters of a century old and refers to how engrossed or attentive students seem to 
be in their learning or how integrated they are with their classes, colleagues, and 
colleges” (p.17).  Other literature points away from the student’s effort, but rather focuses 
on external motivations to ignite engagement from the student.  According to Umbach 
and Wawrzynski (2005), the methods in which the educator practices and relates to the 
 10 
student influences the engagement process.  In a more holistic outlook, Porter (2006) 
mentions student engagement is a result of the role of institutional structures and cultures.  
Although research has depicted several factors that encourage student 
engagement, the quality of student-teacher relationships has been found to be the most 
important factor for successful engagement (Groves, Sellers & Barber, 2015).  However, 
Durón-Ramos and García-Vázquez (2018) revealed the importance of the student’s 
emotional state and how it plays a major factor in student engagement.  Through their 
exploration, it was determined that there is a close link between the student’s well-being 
and overall student engagement in academic activities.  In agreement, Castaño and Páez 
(2018) assert it is critical to consider the relationship of emotional state and academic 
performance when looking to improve student engagement.  According to Maroco, 
Maroco, Campos, and Fredricks (2016), poor academic performances, dropouts, and 
negative factors can be prevented by simply engaging the student.  Fredricks, Blumenfeld 
and Paris (2004) contends that three dimensions—behavior, emotion, and cognition—
determine the willingness of the student's participation.  Likewise, Durón-Ramos and 
García-Vázquez (2018) stated, “College students perform better when they have positive 
mental states” (p. 297).  The study further urged future researchers to continue to 
discover the closeness between student engagement and student mental well-being. 
Student’s Perspective on Engagement 
While many studies have determined that student engagement plays a significant 
part in retaining and graduating students, recent research has focused on students’ 
perspectives on student engagement.  According to Booth et al. (2013), college 
practitioners, policymakers, and advocacy groups are all reconnoitering ways to engage 
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students more, while keeping existing student support.  Among researchers, the Research 
and Planning Group for California Community Colleges (R P Group) conducted a 
longitudinal study over a period of three years.  In this study students were asked what 
they thought was needed to support their educational success.  After gathering and 
analyzing the data, five themes emerged.  The themes were: 1) acknowledge students as 
key agents of their educational success, 2) provide support that helps students experience 
multiple success factors, 3) speak directly to the need to teach students how to succeed, 
4) underscore the importance of comprehensive service delivery to particular populations, 
and 5) recognize the holistic role of the campus community in achieving student success 
as well as the need for faculty leading the way (Booth et al., 2013).  These findings 
suggest that faculty are a key and can engage students more by becoming a main catalyst 
for the student’s success.   
Other literature shows that student affairs practitioners are viewed as the ignitors 
of student engagement to promote success no matter where the student-to-teacher 
relationships may occur.  Sengupta (2017) explored the role of practitioners and its 
effectiveness of engaging students in a war-ravaged Iraq.  “The purpose of this study was 
to investigate whether the traditional role of a student affairs manager had undergone any 
transformation in the context of the university being situated in a conflict zone” 
(Sengupta, 2017, p.1051).  Sengupta’s study developed a method for assembling student 
focus groups to obtain the students’ perspective.  Specifically, Sengupta asked student 
focus groups questions pertaining whether they were aware of student affairs, have they 
had an interaction with the manager of student affairs, able to describe and recall the 
frequency of the interactions, and were they aware of the overall student affairs 
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departmental role?  More specifically, out of three themes that derived from the focus 
groups response were the need for more involvement from students in organizing events 
facilitated by the student affairs unit.  According to Sengupta (2017), student affairs 
practitioners must not be restricted to their traditional role of facilitating events without 
the interaction of the students.  In addition, Long (2012) stated, “Core values such as 
caring, helping, equality, and Social Justice informed much of the environments that 
student affairs professionals strived to create as the best conditions for student learning 
and success” (p. 35).  Speaking to the needs of the students in Robert’s (2003) study, the 
findings suggested that community was a bringing together of individuals working 
towards one common cause or experience.  According to Bean’s (1983) study on student 
attrition, the student’s belief and attitude about the institution are created by the type of 
experience the institution provided.  Hence, the overall experience with all aspects of the 
institution determined the student’s decision as to whether they fit or belong with the 
institution.  Also, the environment, customs, and values of the institution impacted an 
underrepresented student’s level of engagement due to their perception of the institution 
(Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek, 2006). 
Predictors of Student Engagement 
Studies have been conducted to predict student engagement by exploring the 
student’s high school experience.  Chang’s (2017) study examined whether the first-year 
student’s pre-college participation in extracurricular was an indicator of the student’s 
participation in college as well as their completion.  The research was based on self-
reported data of the student’s high school experience.  Once the data was obtained, it was 
compared to the student’s present involvement on campus.  According to Chang (2017), 
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the lower income students were less likely to participate in activities once they were 
admitted to the university.  Another analysis of the data revealed a weak correlation 
between pre-college participation and college participation of students (Chang, 2017).  
However, the level of participation varied according to Kuh’s (2003) study.  Chang’s 
(2017) study stated,  
“the more activities and services students participate in high school, the more 
leadership and social skills they report they have in college, the more likely they 
are engaged in academic and civic events in college, the higher first-year GPA 
they have, and the more likely they persist with their current college programs” 
(p. 7).  
The results of this study are helpful in determining the types of activities student 
were interested in being a part of while attending post-secondary schools.  Most studies 
have shown a correlation between a student’s demographics, high school GPA, and 
standardized test scores and their academic success in college, but not a correlation 
between the level of student engagement in college (Agronow, 2008; Agronow, Freelon 
& Levitan, 2005).  While many other studies compared GPA to student success, it is 
equally important to explore the intrinsic and extrinsic motivations of student to their 
level of activity engagement.  Xiong’s et al. (2015), for example, explored intrinsic and 
extrinsic motivation as well as social motivation and suggested these types of motivation 
were predictors of student engagement in coursework, which influences retention.  
Likewise, Saeed and Zyngier’s (2012) research found that intrinsic motivations were 
connected to authentic student engagement, which resulted in more commitment and a 
higher completion rate.  However, aside from intrinsic motivation, practitioners should 
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consider utilizing extrinsic motivational tools to raise the level of engagement from the 
students (Saeed & Zyngier, 2012).  
Astin’s (1993) study found that student persistence was linked to the student’s 
involvement in social activities and the interactions of faculty members and peers.  
Sciarra, Seirup and Sposato (2016) conducted a longitudinal study involving high school 
students to search if there were any factors that might predict college student’s 
persistence to graduation.  According to these researchers,  
“If counselors can help construct a more solid foundation for persistence at the 
secondary school level, colleges will be in a better position to graduate qualified 
members for increasingly sophisticated and academically challenging work 
environments” (p. 199).  
The study revealed that the improvement of persistence was contributed to dedicated high 
school counselors.  
Correlation: Student Engagement and Success 
As researchers have predicted that student engagement hinges on the student’s 
success, only 50 percent of four-year university students were engaged in extracurricular 
activities and only18 percent of two-year community college students participated in 
activities (Coley, 2000).  While studies have suggested that student involvement is 
essential for success, many researchers like Astin (1984) defined involvement as the 
"quantity and quality of the physical and psychological energy that students invest in the 
college experience" (p. 298), which focuses more on behavior and active participation.  
The student involvement theory has been applied to two-year and four-year campus 
communities.  Chang’s (2002) research examined the barriers that may hinder the level of 
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a student’s participation in two-year colleges. Chang determined that campus 
environment, resources, and the student’s characteristics were barriers preventing 
students from engaging extracurricular activities.  When comparing participation rates at 
campus events between two-year colleges to four-year institutions, Chang found that two-
year colleges show lower participation rates than four-year institutions during (Chang, 
2002).  Therefore, the lack of student engagement is not only isolated to large universities 
but rather at both, two-year and four-year institutions.  In fact, lack of engagement at two-
year colleges may be more prevalent than at four-year schools.    
According to Chang (2002), student involvement has a direct correlation with 
gains in personal and social development.  Student motivation, whether intrinsic, 
extrinsic, or social, was found to be in correlation with student engagement and the 
willingness to complete coursework (Xiong et al., 2015).  Examining academic success, 
Caruth’s (2018) study implanted the importance of student engagement, along with 
Fredin, Fuchsteiner, and Portz (2015) viewing it as a fundamental piece for success.  
Caruth (2018) study explained that student engagement was historically considered to be 
a normal responsibility with a moral and ethical conceptualization, but overtime student 
engagement has become more of being attentive to or aware of something.  Thus, 
Axelson and Flick (2011) reported that student engagement is a gauge of academic 
dissimilarity.  In other literature, students’ engagement in extracurricular activities has 
been linked to positive grade point averages.  Bakoban and Aljarallah’s (2015) research, 
for example, found that participating in extracurricular activities aided students in 
understanding critical thinking, time management, and developing competence 
intellectually and academically.  Student engagement was linked to social maturity, if 
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student interaction, discussion, and formative relationships were present (Bakoban & 
Aljarallah, 2015).  The research findings stated, “There are significant differences in the 
GPA of the students who participated in extracurricular activities and other non-
participants; the median of the GPA of those who participated in extracurricular activities 
is higher than those of the non-participants” (Bakoban & Aljarallah, 2015, p. 2742).  
Student Engagement Efforts 
While researchers have suggested that there is a direct correlation between student 
engagement and student success, many researchers have suggested methods to improving 
and igniting the students’ engagement through technology, living and learning 
communities, and creating specific programs. Williams and Whiting (2016) study 
provided understanding on how Twitter and Learning Management System usage might 
be combined in a college setting to influence student engagement or participation in a 
course, school, and college.  According to Williams and Whiting (2016), students were 
more engaged when utilizing technology like Twitter and Learning Management 
Systems.  Their results coincided with Junco, Heiberger, and Loken (2011), which 
solidified the relationship between technology and student engagement in higher 
education.  According to Handelsman, Briggs, Sullivan, and Towler (2005), finding new 
ways to get students more interactive in courses would improve the level of student 
engagement. Therefore, this may be a task for today’s practitioners.  Other literature 
suggests that creativity in the educational environment can bolster the engagement of 
students.  Nimer (2016) suggested that the stimulation of educational environments 
determined the outcome of student engagement.  Nimer (2016) further asserted that 
campus administrators and faculty members should try to influence the educational 
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environment by generating projects to develop the student’s creative skills and 
encouraging innovation outside of the campus community.  While making students 
qualified and marketable is important to in reference to attaining work after college, 
student engaging while in college seems to be the key to retention and completion 
(Nimer, 2016).  
Crisp, Palacios and Kaulfus (2013) suggest that programs like mentoring, learning 
communities, and first-year success courses and programs are needed to enhance student 
engagement that will lead to success.  According to Pascarella (2001) “An excellent 
undergraduate education is most likely to occur at those colleges and universities that 
maximize good practices and enhance student engagement” (p. 22). With Pascarella’s 
(2001) statement, Martin (2013) implemented an undergraduate business program to 
increase student participation in extra-curricular activities.  Through this implementation, 
Martin (2013) sought to create a culture change by increasing the number and diversity of 
activities while linking them to required (core) courses.  This implementation was called 
“nudging” the student by making it easy for them to participate.  Martin’s (2013) research 
changed the culture of student engagement and produced positive outcomes.  Harper and 
Quaye (2009) mentioned that the effectiveness of an institution is determined by the 
opportunities of engagement provided to student.  Culp (2007) stated that institutions 
would take every opportunity to engage students if they valued their student’s social and 
academic success.  In addition to services and programs provided by the colleges and 
universities, de Araujo and Murray (2010) found living on campus lead to positive 
student performance.  Within the research of de Araujo and Murray (2010), significant 
peer-effect explained the positive permanent effect of academic performance from living 
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on campus.  Therefore, it is encouraged to solicit first-year students to live in campus 
housing.  “Students that live on campus spend more time than others studying in their 
residence, whose environment is designed to be conducive for studying and learning.  
Secondly, students that live on campus are more likely to engage in extra-curricular 
activities and are more likely to stay engaged in extra-curricular activities in subsequent 
semesters” (de Araujo and Murray, 2010, p. 62).  Historically, the literature was 
consistent in suggesting living in residential halls improved student academic 
performance.  De Araujo and Murray (2010) stated that campus housing has the capacity 
to offer more than comfortable spaces, but also provided social and academic support along 
with a sense of community.  Berger (1997) implicated that positive feelings of community 
and sense of belonging engendered through residence hall experiences helped students 
become more “fully connected, or more integrated, into the broader campus social 
system” (p. 441).  
Focusing on enhancing student engagement, Zepke and Leach (2010) identified 
four perspectives to improving student success in higher education.  The four 
perspectives to improve student success and enhance student engagement were student 
motivation; transactions between teachers and students; institutional support; and 
engagement for active citizenship (Zepke & Leach, 2010).  Vaughan’s (2014) research 
suggests a blended approach of collaborative learning will engage students in their 
academics. This in turn may enable students to take responsibility of their own success.  
Vaughan’s (2014) findings revealed the use of discussion and debate with peers validated 
the student’s understanding of the learning experience, therefore taking responsibility. 
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Literature Summary 
For years researchers’ findings have linked student engagement to student 
success.  Furthermore, the literature has uncovered a range of best practices that engage 
students in academics and extra-curricular activities.  Some researchers have also found 
that encouraging student input when creating educational environments will increase buy-
in and participation from students.  Although there are many suggestions on how to 
engage students in the various campus activities and programs, each higher education 
system must create environments that are best fitted for its campus climate.  By doing so, 
the students will receive long-term benefits as they matriculate into society. 
Theoretical Framework  
Student engagement researchers have produced and used theoretical frameworks 
to ground their empirical findings in theory.  Astin’s Involvement Theory has served as 
the foundation for many researchers.  This study makes use of the Involvement Theory as 
its theoretical framework.  The theory’s core concept looks at the pre-existing aspects of 
the student to anticipate their level of involvement in extra-curricular activities during 
their college experience.  According to Astin (1993), an investment of psycho-social and 
physical energy is required for student involvement to be successful.  The notion of this 
theory explains how important it is for post-secondary institutions to create strong co-
curricular environments to foster positive student develop within the college experience.  
Higher education professionals must consider the various components of the student’s 
background experience in order to create a campus environment that fosters opportunity 
for student growth and development.  According to Astin (1993), there are five basic 
assumptions about involvement, which are: 
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1. The theory has three student elements to consider, the student’s input, 
environment, and outcome after college. 
2. The student’s involvement is continuous, and the results may vary from student to 
student. 
3.  Involvement can be qualitative or quantitative or both. 
4. Student’s outcome directly depends on the extent of the student’s involvement. 
5. Student’s involvement influences the student’s academic performance. 
According to Kuh and Pike (2005), academics are improved when active programming is 
offered in the residential halls as well as the university’s retention is positively affected.  
The framework guides the researcher to seek demographics, characteristics, and assess 
the needs of the participants to determine what activities would be successful in 
increasing the involvement of the campus housing students. 
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  - METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
This chapter explains the methodology and the research design employed to 
answer the research questions.  It also explains the rationale behind the development of 
items to be included in the survey instrument.  In addition to demographic items, the 
researcher sought to collect and analyze information on the sample’s program interest and 
satisfaction, factors that encouraged and/or deterred high attendance to programs, and 
which types of programs were beneficial to the sample group. 
The researcher developed a survey instrument and collected data from returning 
campus housing students who classified themselves as sophomores, juniors, and seniors 
at The University of Southern Mississippi (USM) in the fall of 2019.  The study was 
conducted to deliver information concerning the perspectives of students who had 
participated in at least one program offered by campus housing paraprofessionals.  Data 
were collected and analyzed to determine factors that may encourage or deter high 
attendance to programs offered in the residence halls.  The survey gave the returning 
campus housing students an opportunity to disclose their interests, levels of satisfaction, 
and to identify which types of programs would promote a higher level of attendance.  The 
sample was able to express which program type was most beneficial to them and 
intrigued their interest.  The following sections will give detailed information about 
research design, participants, survey instrument, and procedures employed to execute this 
study.  
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Research Questions 
1. What percentage of students living in campus housing attend programs facilitated 
by the student staff in the Department of Housing and Residence Life at The 
University of Southern Mississippi? 
2. What type of the programs do students living in campus housing consider most 
beneficial to them, and most likely to yield high participation/attendance?  
3. What action(s) can the Department of Housing and Residence Life implement to 
increase program participation from students living in campus housing when 
facilitated by student staff? 
Research Design  
The researcher executed a plan to evaluate the 2019 program model of the ResEd 
team in campus housing at USM.  The first step was to identify declining program 
participation numbers. Next, the researcher sought to find ways to improve the outcome 
of low attendance.  According to McNiff (2016), an action research is about evaluating a 
practice to see if it needs improvement and finding ways to improve the practice.   
The overarching goals of this research are to inform the ResEd team of reason(s) why 
program attendance is low, determine the types of programs campus housing students are 
interested in attending, and encourage the ResEd team to design a program model that 
will attract campus housing students, which could yield high attendance numbers.   
Methods  
Participants  
The sample was selected from the 2019–2020 pool of returning campus housing 
residents at The University of Southern Mississippi.  They were anonymously selected in 
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the fall of 2019 based on certain criteria; age (18 years or older), class level (sophomore, 
junior, senior), and time period in which they resided in campus housing.  The time 
period required them, at a minimum, to be campus housing residents during the 2018-
2019 academic year.  If the survey participant answered “no” to the first question (see 
Appendix F), the skip logic ended the survey.  
Instrumentation 
The survey instrument (see Appendix F) was designed by the reseacher, and 
contained fifteen items across three concentration areas.  The instrument included several 
Likert scales in the form of ranking, rating and numeration.  The Department of Housing 
and Residence Life offered eight types of programs to campus housing residents during 
the 2018-2019 academic year.  The instrument was designed to examine each program 
separately in order to gain detailed responses from the sample group.  The eight programs 
were Life Skills, Wellness, Academics, Alcohol Awareness, Sexual Assault Prevention, 
Social Justice, Civic Engagement, and Social Programs. 
Instrument, section one.  The first section of the survey included five items 
which were designed to collect self-reported demographical information such as race, 
sex, classification, and cumulative grade point average (GPA).  According to Astin 
(1993), the demographic and background experience correlate to the student’s 
involvement during their post-secondary years.  The researcher chose specific 
demographics that came from the literature and ran cross tabulations to track differences 
in program interest in relation to students’ prior experiences (see Appendix F, questions 1 
through 5). 
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Instrument, section two.  The second section of the survey was designed to focus 
on the actions and perceptions of the program participants.  This section included five 
items designed to measure participants’ attendance level, interest in programs, and 
opinions with regard to the level of benefit by program type.  The level of attendance was 
measured by allowing respondents to notate their overall number of programs attended 
and their attendance by individual program type.  Participant’s program interest was 
measured using a Likert eight-point scale that ranged from Not Interested to Highly 
Interested.  Items were developed to ask the sample group to rank each program on a 
scale from 1 to 8 (with 1 being the least beneficial and 8 being the most beneficial) to 
determine which programs were most beneficial to the sample group during the 2018-
2019 academic year.  To further delve into the program participant’s perspective, the 
researcher developed an additional item that aimed to measure respondents’ level of 
agreement with pre-selected statements on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 
Strongly Agree, to Strongly Disagree (see Appendix F, questions 6 through 10). 
Instrument, section three.  The third section of the instrument included the final 
five items.  The first four items were designed to measure the overall satisfaction of 
program efforts, with four options to choose from ranging from Extremely Satisfied to 
Extremely Dissatisfied.  Depending on their chosen level of overall satisfaction, the 
item’s skip logic design led respondents to a pre-selected list of reasons why they were 
satisfied or dissatisfied.  Another item in section three allowed respondents to suggest 
programming approaches which they believed might improve student attendance to 
campus housing program offerings.  Additional items that were developed asked 
participants to rank each program on a scale from 1 to 8 (with 1 being the least beneficial 
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and 8 being the most beneficial) to determine which programs were most valuable and 
helpful to the sample group during the 2018-2019 academic year (see Appendix F, 
questions 11 through 15). 
Explanation of program types.  The instrument was designed to gather data 
pertaining to eight program topics.  Program topics were Life Skills, Wellness, 
Academics, Alcohol Awareness, Sexual Assault Prevention, Social Justice, Civic 
Engagement, and Social Programs.  Life Skills programs were offered to manage day-to-
day living, assist in time prioritization, improve communication with other residents to 
support civility within the residence halls, and improve daily decision-making concerning 
social endeavors and academic planning.  The Wellness programs gave stress 
management tips, informational sessions on maintaining good eating and sleeping habits, 
and how to attain a proper exercise regimen, along with self-care.  Adapting good study 
habits, note-taking practices, obtaining test-taking skills were included in the Academic 
programs, as well as campus resource awareness.  Alcohol Awareness and Sexual Assault 
Prevention programs, in collaboration with the University Police Department, were 
utilized to educate the residents on how to practice safe behaviors during social events 
whether on or off campus.  Programs in Social Justice focused on bringing awareness to 
residents about subliminal inequalities that exist on and off campus.  Programs in Social 
Justice also educated residents on how to promote equality in wealth, opportunity, and 
privilege.  Civic Engagement programs magnified the importance of serving in the 
community by encouraging residents to participate in on and off campus community 
service events and Social programs solely focused on building the individual hall 
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communities to promote a sense of belonging.  Social programs also fostered new 
relationships among the residents. 
Procedure 
The researcher received approval to proceed with the study on August 4, 2019 
from the Institutional Review Board (see Appendix B).  After approval, the researcher 
requested a list of 2019-2020 returning campus housing student emails from the 
Department of Housing and Residence Life technology team.  The technology team 
emailed the researcher the list in the form of an excel document.   The researcher filtered 
and mail-merged an email announcement concerning the study to all residents meeting 
the criteria.  The first email distribution included the announcement and Informed 
Consent Letter (see Appendix C), which explained the nature of the research, 
expectations of participants, and how the data would be used.  This distribution was sent 
on September 9, 2019, with two more follow-up emails on the September 13th and 22nd.  
An additional flyer was sent to potential participants (see Appendix D).  The data 
collection ended on Friday, September 27, 2019.  Students were solicited through their 
official university email by requesting their participation in the action research.  An 
email-link to Qualtrics strategy was used to guarantee anonymity and assure 
confidentiality.  The recruitment email (with announcement and consent letter) contained 
a link and a QR code to Qualtrics, a secure survey hosting site that allows data to be 
accessible only to the researcher.  If participants gave their consent, they were asked to 
click on either the link or scan the QR code embedded in the recruitment announcement, 
which navigated to the online survey.   
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After collection, the data were exported from Qualtrics to the Statistical Package 
for Social Sciences (SPSS) software and analyzed.  The researcher began analysis by 
running statistical reports to determine the frequencies of each survey question.  Those 
data were then converted into percentages.  Once the frequencies and percentages were 
determined, a cross tabulation of the demographics with non-demographical questions 
was conducted to reveal to the researcher specific information concerning the 
perspectives of the overall sample group.  The summarized data were submitted into 
American Psychological Association (APA) style tables to be presented in the findings. 
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 - FINDINGS 
Presentation of Data 
Demographic Results 
A total of 1,446 students met the criteria for inclusion in the study.  These criteria 
are explained in Chapter 3.  Of the aforementioned total, 384 (26.6%) students started the 
survey process.  However, only 178 (48.6%) residents who started the process completed 
the survey by answering all questions pertaining to the action research.  The final sample 
of participants was comprised of 137 (77%) females and 41(23%) males.  None of the 
participants selected that they were of a gender different from male or female.  
Participation by race and ethnicity is summarized and represented in Table 1. 
Caucasians/Whites and African Americans/Blacks combined for a total of 162 (97%) out 
of 178.  The smallest groups represented were Native American with 1%, and 
Hispanic/Latino with a representation of 2%. 
Table 1. Sample Demographics  
 
Race/Ethnicity Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Caucasians/Whites 87 49.4 49 
African Americans/Blacks 75 42.6 43 
Asian/Pacific Islander  4 2.2 2 
Hispanic/Latino  3 1.7 2 
Native/American  1 0.5 1 
Other   6 3.4 3 
Total (N=176) 176 99.8 100 
Note. Participants completed 176 surveys and 2 participants were missing data, which represented 1%. Valid percentages were 
rounded to the next whole number to depict true percentage of participants. 
 
Participation by grade point average range is summarized and represented in 
Table 2.  The highest aggregated total of 118 students self-reported a grade point average 
between 3.00 and 3.99, which represents 66% of the total number of participants.   
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Table 2. USM Cumulative GPA Range 
GPA  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
1.00 - 1.99 4 2.2 2 
2.00 - 2.99 48 26.9 27 
3.00 - 3.99 118 66.2 66 
4.00 8 4.5 5 
Total (N=178) 178 99.8 100 
Note. Valid percentages were rounded to the next whole number to depict true percentage of participants. 
 
The sample included sophomores, juniors, and seniors, which were employed 
from among fourteen residence halls, nine sorority houses, and nine fraternity houses.  
All participants were anonymous.  Sophomores 74 (41%) were the highest number of 
residents represented in the study.  Juniors were almost as represented as sophomores 
with a 69 (39%) participation.  Senior 35 (20%) representation was about a quarter of the 
aggregated number of sophomores and juniors.  
Program Attendance Results 
Participants were asked to notate their attendance to programs offered by campus 
housing (M=2.75, SD=1.07).  The options were Never, One Time, Two Times, Three 
Times, Four Times, or Five or More Times.  Program attendance represented the 
academic year and was recorded separately by each type of program offered.  According 
to the participant’s submission, the data analysis from individual programs are reflected 
in frequencies and percentages.  Of the 178 participants, 54 (30%) never attended, 67 
(37%) attended one time, 38 (21%) attended two times, 14 (8%) attended three times, 2 
(1%) attended four times, and 3 (2%) attended five or more times to a Life Skill program.  
Wellness program attendance reflected 47 (26%) never attended, 74 (42%) attended one 
time, 32 (18%) attended two times, 15 (8%) attended three times, 8 (4%) attended four 
times, and 2 (1%) attended five or more times.  Participant attendance in Academic 
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programs were 69 (39%) never attended, 56 (31%) attended one time, 30 (17%) attended 
two times, 12 (7%) attended three times, 6 (3%) attended four times, and 5 (3%) attended 
five or more times.  There were 92 (52%) never attended, 57 (32%) attended one time, 16 
(9%) attended two times, 9 (5%) attended three times, 1 (.6%) attended four times, and 3 
(2%) attended five or more times to Alcohol Awareness programs. 
Sexual Assault Prevention program attendance was recorded as 94 (53%) never 
attended, 55 (31%) attended one time, 17 (10%) attended two times, 7 (4%) attended 
three times, 1 (.6%) attended four times, and 4 (2%) attended five or more times.  
Attendance for Social Justice programs were 115 (65%) never attended, 41 (23%) 
attended one time, 11 (6.2%) attended two times, 5 (3%) attended three times, 4 (2%) 
attended four times, and 2 (1%) attended five or more times.  Civic Engagement program 
attendance reflected 103 (58%) never attended, 45 (25%) attended one time, 18 (10%) 
attended two times, 7 (4%) attended three times, 2 (1%) attended four times, and 3 (2%) 
attended five or more times.  There were 30 (17%) never attended, 62 (35%) attended one 
time, 41 (23%) attended two times, 25 (14%) attended three times, 11 (6%) attended four 
times, and 9 (5%) attended five or more Social programs. 
Program Rating Results  
Program beneficial level.  As explained in Chapter 3, Housing and Residence 
Life offered eight types of programs to campus housing residents in 2018-2019.  The 
programs were Life Skills, Wellness, Academics, Alcohol Awareness, Sexual Assault 
Prevention, Social Justice, Civic Engagement, and Socials.  The analysis of data from 
individual programs are summarized below in frequencies and percentages. 
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Of the 178 participants, twenty (11%) ranked Life Skills programs (LSP) as being 
least beneficial, while 44 (27%) reported LSP as being most beneficial to their college 
experience.  As it relates to Wellness programs (WP), many participants at 45 (25%) 
ranked it as being most beneficial, while 13 (7%) ranked WP as least beneficial.  
Similarly, thirteen participants (7%) ranked Sexual Assault Prevention programs (SAP) 
as least beneficial, meanwhile, 41 (23%) ranked this type of program as most beneficial.  
Academic programs were ranked by 12 (6.7%) participants as least beneficial and 40 
(22.5%) as being most beneficial. 
The Alcohol Awareness programs (AAPs) were ranked by 30 (16.9%) 
participants as least beneficial, while 29 (16.4%) ranked AAPs as most beneficial.  This 
calculation is missing data from 1 participant.  While missing data from 2 participants, 
Social Justice programs (SJP) were ranked by 24 (13.6%) participants as least beneficial 
and 27 (15.3%) as most beneficial.  Civic Engagement program (CEP) results were 
missing 1 participant, but 23 (13%) ranked CEP as being least beneficial and 18 (10.2%) 
ranked them as most beneficial.  Finally, Social Programs (SP) were ranked by 27 
(15.4%) participants as least beneficial, 42 (24%) ranked SP as most beneficial (see Table 
3). 
The male and female participant rankings of Social Justice programs were 
parallel, as both genders ranked SJP as the least beneficial program offered.  Regarding 
gender, the most beneficial program was slightly different as the males ranked Life Skills 
programming as the most beneficial and the females ranked Wellness programming as 
the most beneficial program offered during the academic year (see Table 5).  The overall 
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type of program considered most beneficial to the students living in campus housing was 
Academics and the least beneficial was Social Justice (see Table 6). 
Table 3. Beneficial Level by Program Type  
Ranking Life Skills Wellness Academic 
Alcohol 
Awareness 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 
1 - Least Beneficial  20 11.2 13 7.3 12 6.7 30 16.9 
2 18 10.1 20 11.2 12 6.7 16 9.0 
3 13 7.3 9 5.1 21 11.8 21 11.9 
4 16 9.0 22 12.4 18 10.1 20 11.3 
5 27 15.2 16 9.0 12 6.7 21 11.9 
6 18 10.1 21 11.8 31 17.4 22 12.4 
7 22 12.4 32 18.0 32 18.0 18 10.2 
8 - Most Beneficial  44 24.7 45 25.3 40 22.5 29 16.4 
Total (N=178)  178  178   178   177 
Note. Several categories were missing participant data. Alcohol Awareness and Civic Engagement were missing 1 participant; 
Social Justice was missing 2 participants; Sexual Assault and Social Programs were missing 3 participants.   
 
Table 4. Continuation of Program Types for Beneficial Level  
 
Ranking 
Sexual Assault 
Prevention 
Social 
Justice 
Civic 
Engagement 
Social 
Programs 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 
1 - Least Beneficial  13 7.4 24 13.6 23 13.0 27 15.4 
2 8 4.6 29 16.5 25 14.1 12 6.9 
3 16 9.1 25 14.2 20 11.3 18 10.3 
4 25 14.3 21 11.9 14 7.9 20 11.4 
5 31 17.7 17 9.7 26 14.7 28 16.0 
6 22 12.6 16 9.1 24 13.6 15 8.6 
7 19 10.9 17 9.7 27 15.3 13 7.4 
8 - Most Beneficial  41 23.4 27 15.3 18 10.2 42 24.0 
Total (N=178)   178  178   178   177 
Note. Several categories were missing participant data. Alcohol Awareness and Civic Engagement were missing 1 participant; 
Social Justice was missing 2 participants; Sexual Assault and Social Programs were missing 3 participants.   
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Table 5. Ranking of Program Beneficial Level by Gender   
Program Type 
Male 
Ranking Program Type 
Female 
Ranking 
Life Skills  8 Wellness 8 
Academic  7 Academic  7 
Social Programs 6 Sexual Assault Prevention 6 
Wellness  5 Life Skills 5 
Sexual Assault Prevention 4 Social Programs 4 
Civic Engagement 3 Alcohol Awareness 3 
Alcohol Awareness 2 Civic Engagement 2 
Social Justice 1 Social Justice 1 
Total (N=178)  Total (N=178)  
Note. 1=Least Beneficial, 8=Most Beneficial 
 
Table 6. Ranking of Overall Program Beneficial Level  
Program Type  Program Ranking 
Academic 8 
Wellness  7 
Sexual Assault Prevention 6 
Life Skills  5 
Social Programs  4 
Alcohol Awareness 3 
Civic Engagement  2 
Social Justice  1 
Total (N=178)  
Note. 1=Least Beneficial, 8=Most Beneficial 
Program satisfaction.  Participants were also asked to rate their level of 
satisfaction with programming efforts offered by campus housing (M=3.13, SD=.67).  
The rating choices, on a four-point scale, were Extremely Satisfied, Slightly Satisfied, 
Slightly Dissatisfied, Extremely Dissatisfied. Slightly Dissatisfied, and Extremely 
Dissatisfied.  The following totals were aggregated into two categories, Satisfied and 
Dissatisfied.  According to the data collected, 153 (87.9%) were Satisfied overall and 
21(12.1%) were Dissatisfied with the overall programming efforts (see Table 7).  The 
data collected were also cross-tabulated classification and race (see Tables 8 and 9). 
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Table 7. Overall Program Satisfaction  
 Frequency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Satisfied 153 87.9 87.9 
Dissatisfied 21 12.1 100 
Total (N=174) 174 100  
Note. Data were missing 4 participant’s entry. 1= Extremely Satisfied, Slightly Satisfied, 3=Slightly Dissatisfied, 4=Dissatisfied  
   
Table 8. Program Satisfaction by Classification 
 Sophomore Junior Senior 
Satisfied 61 62 30 
Dissatisfied 13 4 4 
Total (N=174) 74 66 34 
Note. Data were missing 4 participant’s entry. 1= Extremely Satisfied, Slightly Satisfied, 3=Slightly Dissatisfied, 4=Dissatisfied  
 
Table 9. Program Satisfaction by Race 
 
Caucasian/White 
African 
American/Black Other 
Satisfied 71 68 12 
Dissatisfied 13 6 2 
Total (N=172) 84 74 14 
Note. Missing 2 participant's responses. Combined Asian/Pacific, Hispanic/Latino, Native American, and Other due to small 
numbers.  
 
Program interest.  The researcher further explored the average level of interest in 
each program by classification, race, and overall interest.  The results in Table 10 
revealed that on average sophomores and juniors were mostly interested in Wellness 
programs (M= 3.54, SD=1.40).  The least interested program among sophomores and 
juniors was Alcohol Awareness (M= 2.26, SD=1.25).  On average, seniors were equally 
most interested in Social and Wellness programs (M= 3.37, SD=1.66).  The least 
interested program among seniors was Alcohol Awareness (M= 2.49, SD=1.36). 
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Table 10. Average Level of Interest by Classification 
 Sophomore Junior Senior 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Life Skills 3.09 1.33 3.09 1.33 3.06 1.61 
Wellness 3.54 1.4 3.54 1.4 3.37 1.66 
Academic 3.31 1.47 3.31 1.47 3.17 1.58 
Alcohol Awareness 2.26 1.25 2.26 1.25 2.49 1.36 
Sexual Assault Prevention 3.31 1.57 3.31 1.57 3.03 1.65 
Social Justice 3.05 1.55 3.05 1.55 2.51 1.52 
Civic Engagement 3.24 1.49 3.24 1.49 2.91 1.52 
Social Programs 3.27 1.56 3.27 1.56 3.37 1.66 
Note. 2= Somewhat not interested, 3=Neutral, 4= Somewhat interested 
 
In Table 11, the overall average of the most interested program type by the sample group 
was Wellness (M= 3.43, SD=1.52) and least interested program was Alcohol Awareness 
(M= 2.48, SD=1.35). 
 
Table 11. Average Overall Level of Interest by Program Type 
 Mean Median Std. Deviation 
Life Skills 3.11 4 1.47 
Wellness 3.43 4 1.52 
Academic 3.26 4 1.53 
Alcohol Awareness 2.48 2 1.35 
Sexual Assault Prevention 3.26 4 1.57 
Social Justice 2.93 3 1.56 
Civic Engagement 3.12 4 1.51 
Social Programs 3.37 4 1.59 
 
After reviewing the cross tabulations of classification and race, there were some 
noteworthy differences in the interest level by race.  The researcher collected racial data 
from Caucasian/White, African American/Black, Asian/Pacific, Hispanic/Latino, Native 
American, and Other.  Due to the low number of Asian/Pacific, Hispanic/Latino, Native 
American, and Other, the numbers were combined in representation.  African 
American/Black survey participants showed a higher interest in all programs except 
Wellness.  The two most significant difference in the program interest between the racial 
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groups were Social Justice and Life Skills (see Table 12).  African American/Black 
(24%) showed a higher interest in Social Justice programs than Caucasian/White (14%) 
and Other (4%).  Also, African American/Black (29%) showed a higher interest in Life 
Skills programs than Caucasian/White (20%) and Other (2%). 
Table 12. Program Interest by Race 
  
Caucasian/White % 
African 
American/Black % 
 
Other % 
Life Skills 19.8 28.9 2.2 
Wellness 28.9 27.8 4.5 
Academics 21.5 28.4 4.5 
Alcohol Awareness 9.6 17.0 0.5 
Sexual Assault Prevention  23.8 28.9 3.4 
Social Justice 14.2 23.8 4.5 
Civic Engagement 19.8 27.2 5.6 
Social Programs 23.8 30.6 3.4 
Note. Combined Asian/Pacific, Hispanic/Latino, Native American, and Other due to small numbers. 
 
Cross tabulations of classification included Senior, Junior, and Sophomore 
participants.  The results showed that Juniors’ and Sophomores’ level of interest in 
Alcohol Awareness programs were slightly different, whereas Juniors (15%) were very 
interested in Alcohol Awareness programs and Sophomores (8%) were less interested 
this type of programming (see Table 13).  Besides the Alcohol Awareness programs, 
Juniors and Sophomores were close in percentages and overall more interested in all 
types of programs than Senior participants.  Out of all programs offered, Alcohol 
Awareness (4%) was the least interested and Wellness (11%) was the most interested 
among the Senior participants. 
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Table 13. Program Interest by Classification 
 Sophomore % Juniors % Seniors% 
Life Skills 19.6 21.3 10.1 
Wellness 27.5 22.4 11.2 
Academics 23.6 20.7 10.1 
Alcohol Awareness 7.8 14.6 4.4 
Sexual Assault Prevention  24.1 22.4 9.5 
Social Justice 18.5 17.9 6.1 
Civil Engagement 23 20.7 8.4 
Social Programs 23 24.1 10.6 
 
Program efforts.  As explained in Chapter 3, items were developed, and data 
were collected on participants’ overall programming perspectives and the types of future 
programs participants might prefer to be offered.  Participants were asked to rate, on a 5-
point scale, their level of agreement by choosing pre-selected statements intended to 
describe their overall experience (see Appendix F, question 10).  The following data 
totals were aggregated into three categories, Agree, Disagree, and Neither Agree nor 
Disagree for concise calculation purposes.  According to the data collected from the 
survey instrument, 104 (60%) Agreed that campus housing programs created an 
educational experience for them, while 48 (12.6%) Disagreed, and 22 (27.6%) Neither 
Disagreed nor Agreed (see Table 14).  The ratings for whether the programs offered 
challenged their intellect or not were 57 (32.8%) notated Agreed and 59 (33.9%) 
Disagreed, while 58 (33.3%) Neither Disagreed nor Agreed to the statement (see Table 
15).  The statement of whether the programs were informative was rated by 117 (67.2%) 
as Agreed, 19 (10.9%) as Disagreed, and 38 (22%) Neither Disagreed nor Agreed (see 
Table 16).  The last statement consisted of whether the programs offered connected the 
participants to campus resources.  In this statement, 134 (77%) Agreed that campus 
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housing programs connected them to campus resources, while 15 (9%) Disagreed, and 25 
(14.4%) Neither Disagreed nor Agreed to the statement (see Table 17). 
Table 14. Programs created an educational experience. 
 
Frequency Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percentage 
Agree 104 59.8 59.8 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 48 27.6 87.4 
Disagree 22 12.6 100 
Total (N=174) 174 100  
Note. Data were missing 4 participant’s entry. 1= Strongly Agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neither agree nor disagree, 4=Disagree, 
5=Strongly Disagree 
 
Table 15. Programs challenged my intellect. 
 
Frequency Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percentage 
Agree 57 32.8 32.8 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 58 33.3 66.1 
Disagree 59 33.9 100 
Total (N=174) 174 100  
Note. Data were missing 4 participant’s entry. 1= Strongly Agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neither agree nor disagree, 4=Disagree, 
5=Strongly Disagree 
 
Table 16. Programs were very informative. 
 
Frequency Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percentage 
Agree 117 67.2 67.2 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 38 22 89.1 
Disagree 19 10.9 100 
Total (N=174) 174 100  
Note. Data were missing 4 participant’s entry. 1= Strongly Agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neither agree nor disagree, 4=Disagree, 
5=Strongly Disagree 
 
Table 17. Programs connected me to campus resources. 
 
Frequency Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percentage 
Agree 134 77 77 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 25 14.4 91.4 
Disagree 15 8.6 100 
Total (N=174) 174 100  
Note. Data were missing 4 participant’s entry. 1= Strongly Agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neither agree nor disagree, 4=Disagree, 
5=Strongly Disagree 
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Program modifications.  To identify possible programming modifications for 
future purposes to increase program participation, the participants were given a list of 
reasonable choices of program approaches to consider (see Appendix F, question 14).  
The participants were asked to select multiple items from the list.  The data collected 
showed 19% suggested free food, 12% suggested to offer game-oriented programs, 4% 
notated inviting guest speakers,12% suggested give-a-ways, 10% recommended 
participation incentives, 13% selected facilitation of fun-oriented programs, 3% 
submitted educational movies, 8% recorded offering interactive competitive programs, 
13% suggested offering grab-and-go information sessions, and 5% suggested having 
programs in an outdoor setting (see Figure 1).  The responses were suggestions from 
participants to improve the attendance of programming in campus housing.  There were 6 
responses that recorded none of the above; however, did not list any suggestions. 
Figure 1. Proposed Program Approaches  
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Summation of Data 
Out of 1,446 students who met the criteria for inclusion of this action research 
study, only 12.3 percent completed the survey.  Given that most statisticians call for a 
minimum response two to three higher than that, it would be unwise to consider this 
sample representative of the overall USM undergraduate resident student body who met 
the additional criteria for the study.  Thus, because of the low response rate, one should 
take the findings and discussion that follow with a grain of salt.  That said, when 
considering race/ethnicity of respondents, the survey results were relatively close in 
percentages to the race/ethnicity breakdown of the USM undergraduate student 
population at USM.  Participants in this study resembled the actual USM student 
population which is “primarily Caucasian/White (61%) with a significant African 
American/Black population (29%).  The school has what is categorized as “medium 
racial diversity,” where thirty percent of those enrolled are students of color (National 
Center for Education Statistics, 2020). 
Research Question One 
The first research question was “What percentage of students living in campus 
housing attend programs facilitated by the student staff in the Department of Housing and 
Residence Life at The University of Southern Mississippi?”  In reference to question one, 
the majority of the sample group’s race were Caucasians/Whites and African 
Americans/Blacks, with over half being females from both races.  The final sample of 
participants was comprised of 77% females and 23% males.  The predominantly 
sophomore and junior sample group’s grade point averages were between 3.00 and 3.99.  
Among the program types attended by the participants, the number of non-attendees 
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(75%) were nearly half of the sample group and only 57% of the sample attended at least 
one time during the academic year.  With that being said, only 5% of the sample group 
attended five or more programs within the academic year.  Social Justice programs 
seemed to be the least attended among the participants, while Wellness yielded more 
attendance.  The researcher must assume that only 12% of campus housing students 
attended programs, with the majority being females from the races of Caucasians/Whites 
and African Americans/Blacks, who possessed a GPA between 3.00-and 3.99. 
Research Question Two 
The second research question was “What type of the programs do students living 
in campus housing consider most beneficial to them, and most likely to yield high 
participation/attendance?”  In reference to question two, survey participants considered 
the Academic programs overall to be most beneficial and Social Justice programs to be 
the least beneficial, but the overall female group considered Wellness and males 
considered Life Skills as being most beneficial.  African Americans/Blacks showed a 
high interest in Social Justice, although overall it was least beneficial.  African 
Americans/Blacks also showed a higher interest in Life Skills than the Caucasians/Whites 
participants.  In terms of classification, seniors were less interested in all programming 
across the board, while sophomores were most interested in Wellness programs and 
juniors interested in Social programs.  There was very little interest in Alcohol 
Awareness programs among all races, classifications, and genders. 
Research Question Three 
The third research question was “What action(s) can the Department of Housing 
and Residence Life implement to increase program participation from students living in 
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campus housing when facilitated by student staff?”  In reference to question three, on a 5-
point scale, 77% of respondents agreed that attending programs within housing connected 
them to other campus resources, 67% agreed the programs were informative, and 60% 
agreed programs created an educational experience.  General program efforts received a 
positive 88% satisfaction but can be improved by offering free food and grab-and-go 
information for attendees. 
Discussion and Interpretation 
The overall findings emerged three trends that are noteworthy of discussion.  As 
the data analysis revealed, the trends included that high academic performing females 
from both Caucasians/Whites and African Americans/Blacks racial groups were the main 
attendees to hall programs, Wellness programs indeed strike an interest among the 
participants, and the grab-and-go with food format seemed to be preferred. 
Although the sample group was small, the study was representative of the overall 
enrollment demographics at the university.  The university’s majority gender population 
is typically females.  Since females represented most of the sample, the overall type of 
program interest may have been skewed to reflect Wellness programs as being the 
general interest.  Therefore, the interpretation of this study indicates that the majority 
population of a university may dictate the type of programs that are offered to the 
students.  The choice of grab-and-go with food format from the sample group indicates 
that students are more conscience of their time and prefer the convenience of learning at 
their own leisure.  Although the data analysis revealed that hall programs connected the 
students to more campus resources, challenged their intellect, were very informative, and 
created an educational experience, students preferred programs in an “a la carte” format. 
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CHAPTER V - CONCLUSION 
Implications for Campus Housing Professionals 
There are several implications that stem from the study.  First, the researcher 
suggests a continual evaluation of the overall structure of programming within the 
residence halls.  The structure of the program includes the format, the topic, and the 
content.  Each structure should to be evaluated annually by paraprofessional and 
professional staff by collecting data and utilizing the tools at hand to add to their overall 
student’s success at the university.  The researcher suggests a mid-annual evaluation be 
conducted to assess if changes are warranted, and if so, how to make changes in the 
overall structure of each program type.  The evaluation would also validate the purposes 
of the program.  Specific learning outcomes for each program type is highly 
recommended to measure whether the program is accomplishing its goals of hopefully 
being beneficial to the student and adding a positive overall learning experience.  The 
researcher encourages all programming efforts to be purposeful and intentional. 
Program Format 
Program format is considered in the layout of the programs.  A meaningful 
program format is conducive to the resident’s learning style.  All students are not alike in 
the styles in which they learn or understand knowledge or even use knowledge.  The 
format is what initially draws the attention of the students and will play a role in 
determining whether students will attend the program.  Continual evaluation of program 
layout is necessary as the generational change of student populations are entering higher 
education systems. 
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Higher education has gone through a shift in students over the past five to ten 
years.  Along with every shift, comes a new era of practices.  While Millennials (born 
1980-2000) caused the education system to slowly adapt to their needs, Gen Z (born after 
2000) is unsettling antiquated practices and forcing institutions to rapidly adapt or 
become irrelevant (Kalkhurt, 2018).  Some program formats like lectures from visiting 
presenters and RAs giving presentations may become irrelevant to the present generation 
of students.  For this reason, the researcher highly endorses program formats to be digital 
and more interactive for the new era of students.  Changing the format style of face-to-
face gatherings to online educational games and challenges may be perhaps an out-of-the 
box idea for today’s college students.  According to Kalkhurt (2018), Gen Z are not 
passive bystanders, but wants interaction in the learning process.  The convenience of 
housing programs on interactive learning platforms like Canvas, Blackboard, and other 
interactive computer software will allow students to engage on their own leisure or 
timeframe. 
Program Topic 
Presently, program topics are consistent for all level of classifications.  This study 
implied that freshmen and seniors are not interested in the same topics.  The researcher 
hopes to encourage a pre-assessment of the needs of each class of students by soliciting 
input from students, staff and professors.  But far most important is ensuring student 
input is prevalent during the decision-making.  This can be accomplished by conducting 
initial focus groups within the hall communities to inquire of program topics that may be 
of interest and are beneficial to the residents.  According to Sengupta’s (2017) study, 
focus groups were used to assemble students to learn of their perspectives. 
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The inclusive contribution from all constituents would create a fluid program 
model that is beneficial to all classes of students.  For example, students at the senior 
level would have programming around graduate school preparation, knowledge on career 
paths, and what to expect after graduation.  Sophomores may need programs centered 
round staying focused, persistence, and setting goals to continue.  The researcher’s 
implication is no one program model will suit all, therefore; this study is to increase 
attendance by presenting topics more germane to the classification of students in campus 
housing. 
Program Content 
Program content hinges on the likelihood of whether the program is most 
beneficial to the students.  Program content is best received when it is up-to-date viable 
information that is applicable to the student’s day-to-day tasks.  The researcher believes 
that content should stimulate the learner’s interest and generate a passion to attend future 
programs.  This study revealed that Social Justice (equality of wealth, opportunity and 
privileges) was the least attended among all participants.  Although Social Justice is a hot 
topic in today’s society, perhaps the content prevented more students from attending this 
type of program.  This study implies that topics which are well-known for being 
important and beneficial to students should be evaluated with a closer lens.  The first 
place the higher education practitioner will need to look is within the content that is 
presented.  The researcher believes that factual content without bias on the subject-matter 
will spike the interest of the students. 
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Recommendations for Future Research 
Explore Student Participation Background 
The data analysis showed high-performing students with a GPA between 3.00 and 
3.99 to be the highest number of attendees to programs.  The findings did not include the 
historical participation activity of these students, which could directly link to the high 
attendance during their college experience.  The lower GPA students were most likely to 
not attend programming and to be less engaged with either topic.  While this action 
research was limited to seeking reasons why hall program attendance was decreasing, 
further exploration on the comprehensive participation background of the students will 
possibly predict the level of student engagement to expect during college.  Also, future 
researchers are encouraged to create self-reporting assessment tools to measure the 
motivation of the students, which could determine how to reach each academic 
performance level and dictate how to deliver the program model.  Chang’s (2017) and 
Schuetz’s (2008) study indicated that self-motivation is a huge predictor of student 
engagement.  Having a more conclusive knowledge about the students would supplement 
finding a resolution to low program participation numbers and create programs that 
attract today’s students.  
Explore Racial Demographics of Students 
According to the National Center for Education Statistics (2020), students 
attending USM have shown a trend of admitting low-income students.  During the 2017-
2018 academic year, around 94% received student financial aid and very few students 
paid for their tuition out of pocket.  This indicates that students may come from low-
income families, which could have an impact on the level of exposure and opportunities 
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granted to the student prior to entering the university.  With these indications, students 
may less likely be familiar with extra-curricular activities or less responsive to an all-
inclusive programming format.  A student’s background demographics weighs heavy in 
the decision-making of the students.  For example, students attending USM from rural 
areas of Mississippi or other states may not feel comfortable in forming cohorts with 
another race, religion, or sexual preferences.  The findings of this research showed a very 
low representation of minority groups such as Native Americans and Hispanics/Latinos.  
Even though the overall representation on campus for these groups in 2018 were low 
(4%), there is still a need to support these students (National Center for Education 
Statistics (2020).  Keeping this in mind, the researcher recommends executing a deeper 
exploration as to why racial minority students are not attending programs in comparison 
to the racial majority students.  Although this study is not generalizable, a future 
researcher may use this study for groundwork to improve program attendance and revise 
dated programming practices for all students. 
Conclusion 
The study set out to pinpoint the reasons why program attendance is decreasing 
each year at USM, and to make recommendations to the ResEd team on how to improve 
program attendance.  Although the findings cannot be generalized to all USM students, 
the findings can be used as a foundation to improve the overall program model in the 
residence halls.  The findings reveal that higher GPA students attended at least one 
program during the academic year, but also reveal that academic programs were the 
overall program that was identified as beneficial to the sample group.  Chang’s (2017) 
study found that higher GPA students are more likely to be engaged in academic and 
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extra-curricular activities during their post-secondary experience.  The present study does 
not fully support Chang’s conclusion.  The present study, however, is consistent with 
findings from Astin (1993) that encourage higher education professionals to consider the 
holistic student when looking at ways to improve program attendance.  This study has the 
potential to assist the ResEd team in leading the way to innovative and creative 
programming within the halls and across campus at The University of Southern 
Mississippi. 
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APPENDIX A – Program Participant Survey 
Program Participant Survey 
Department of Housing and Residence Life 
Thank you for attending a residence hall program.  Please take a moment to complete this 
survey. Thank you! 
Q1 Please provide the following information: 
o Student ID (numbers only) ______________ 
o Program Title: ________________________ 
o Program Presenter(s): __________________ 
 
Q5 Which type of program did you attend? (Student Learning Area) 
o Academic Program 
o Wellness and Life Skills Program 
o Social Justice and Civil Engagement Program 
o Campus Safety Program 
o Social Program 
o Inservice Program (RLC Presentation) 
 
Q32 What department hosted this program?  
o Housing and Residence Life 
o NSRP - ACES 
o Honors College 
o Campus Recreation 
o Career Services 
o Center for Community Engagement 
o Greek Life 
o Leadership and Student Involvement 
o SMAC 
o Student Government Association 
o Other: ________________________________________________ 
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Q6 With the program you attended in mind, please rank your level of understanding with 
the following statements.   
 Lowest Low High Highest 
Prior to today's 
program, I 
understood the 
material 
presented. 
o  o  o  o  
After today's 
program, I 
understand the 
material 
presented. 
o  o  o  o  
 
Q7a Which of the following student learning outcomes do you feel you learned 
something about by attending this program? (Select all that apply.) 
▢ Gained knowledge about how to develop skills to further one’s academic  
success. 
▢ Gained knowledge about personal learning styles and method to excel  
academically. 
▢ Gained knowledge about getting connected to academic resources on campus. 
▢ Gained knowledge about the importance of academic integrity and university  
policies. 
▢ Gained knowledge about getting involved in student organizations. 
▢ None of the above 
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Q7b Which of the following student learning outcomes do you feel you learned 
something about by attending this program? (Select all that apply.) 
▢ Gained knowledge about and able to implement new skills related to the topic  
presented. 
▢ Gained knowledge about and able to implement behaviors that lead to personal  
growth. 
▢ Gained knowledge about physical or mental health awareness. 
▢ Gained knowledge about healthy interpersonal relationships. 
▢ Gained knowledge about healthy lifestyle choices and sexual health. 
▢ None of the above 
 
Q7c Which of the following student learning outcomes do you feel you learned 
something about by attending this program? (Select all that apply.) 
▢ Gained knowledge about barriers to equality and the existence of prejudice and  
discrimination within society. 
▢ Gained knowledge about how to advocate for people in situations of social   
injustice. 
▢ Gained knowledge about how to identify and critically examine one’s own  
cultural norms and biases. 
▢ Gained knowledge about how to be civically engaged. 
▢ Gained knowledge about how to contribute to social change. 
▢ None of the above 
 
Q7d Which of the following student learning outcomes do you feel you learned 
something about by attending this program? (Select all that apply.) 
▢ Gained knowledge about personal safety practices and/or bystander intervention 
▢ Gain knowledge about the effects of alcohol and/or other drugs to the body and  
mind. 
▢ Gained knowledge about issues of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual  
assault, and/or stalking. 
▢ Gained knowledge about on and off campus resources and how to access them. 
▢ Gained knowledge about university and Housing and Residence Life policies. 
▢ None of the above 
 52 
 
Q7e Which of the following student learning outcomes do you feel you learned 
something about by attending this program? (Select all that apply.) 
▢ Gained knowledge about other residents within one’s community. 
▢ Gained knowledge about creating a positive community through social activities. 
▢ Gained knowledge about enhancing relationships and friendships through      
interactions. 
▢ Gained knowledge about various social topics, activities, and/or ways to get  
involved. 
▢ Gained knowledge about how to properly communicate with others within a  
community. 
▢ None of the above 
 
Q7f With the program you attended in mind, please rank your level of agreement with the 
following statements.   
 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 
My 
expectations for 
this inservice 
were met. 
o  o  o  o  
The inservice 
was interesting 
and kept my 
attention. 
o  o  o  o  
Overall, I 
believe it was 
beneficial for 
me to attend the 
inservice. 
o  o  o  o  
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Q34 To make this experience better, I would suggest the following changes:  
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q11 To allow us to determine what type of student population(s) we are reaching with 
our programs, please indicate the following: 
 
Q12 Sex: 
o Male 
o Female 
o Prefer not to specify 
Q13 Academic Classification: 
o Freshman 
o Sophomore 
o Junior 
o Senior 
o Graduate Student 
 
Q14 Ethnicity: 
o African American / Black 
o Asian / Pacific Islander 
o Biracial / Multiracial 
o Caucasian / White 
o Latinx / Hispanic 
o Native American 
o Other: _________________________ 
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APPENDIX C – Email to Campus Housing Residents 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
September 9, 2019 
Hi (Student's First Name), 
 
I would like to ask you to consider participating in a study. The purpose of this study is 
to gather data concerning factors that would motivate and/or prevent campus housing 
students from attending programs offered by the resident assistants. Participants must 
be 18 or older and must have lived in USM campus housing during the 2018-2019 
academic year. Participating in this study will afford you the opportunity to reflect on 
your own views toward programming within the residence halls. The study has the 
potential to affect the topics offered during programs, catering more to the campus 
housing student’s needs and interests. Participation involves no anticipated risk. The 
attached survey contains 15 questions and should take 10 minutes or less to 
complete.  
All data collected will be anonymous. Please do not put your name or any other 
identifying information on the questionnaire. Participation in this project is completely 
voluntary. Please feel free to decline participation or to discontinue participation by 
closing the browser at any point without concern over penalty, prejudice, or any other 
negative consequence. Data will be aggregated and summary reports will be submitted 
by the researchers for a graduate research methods course (REF 794) at the University 
of Southern Mississippi and may be also used for presenting at conferences. If you have 
questions concerning this research, please contact Danlana Brooks at 
danlana.brooks@usm.edu. This research is being conducted under the supervision of 
Thomas O’Brien, Ph. D. 
This project has been reviewed by the Institutional Review Board, which ensures that 
research projects involving human subjects follows federal regulations. Any questions 
or concerns about rights as a research participant should be directed to the Chair of the 
Institutional Review Board, The University of Southern Mississippi, 118 College Drive 
#5147, Hattiesburg, MS 39406-0001, (601) 266-6820. 
By completing the questionnaire linked below the respondent gives permission for 
this anonymous and confidential data to be used for the purposes described above. 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Campus Housing Program Participant Survey 
Thanks in Advance, 
Danlana A. Brooks, M. Ed 
USM Doctoral Candidate, Higher Education Administration 
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APPENDIX D – Email Flyer to Campus Housing Residents  
Hi (Student’s First Name)! 
 
Please take 5 minutes of your time to reflect on your own views toward programming 
within the residence halls. 
 
Remember: Participants must be 18 or older and must have lived in USM campus 
housing during the 2018-2019 academic year. 
 
 
The survey below contains 15 questions and should take 10 minutes or less to 
complete. You may copy the link or scan with your mobile device.  
 
Campus Housing Program Participant Survey 
 
 
If you have questions concerning this research, please contact Danlana Brooks, USM 
Doctoral Candidate, at danlana.brooks@usm.edu. This research is being conducted 
under the supervision of Thomas O’Brien, Ph. D. 
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APPENDIX E - Research Informational Sheet  
 
  
INFORMATION SHEET 
What is the project about? The purpose of this study is to examine factors that either 
motivate or prevent campus housing students from attending programs offered within the 
residence halls.  
 
What will you ask me to do? In this study, you will be given a short survey asking about 
your views on the programs offered within the residence halls.  
 
Will the questions make me feel uncomfortable? The Institutional Review Board at The 
University of Southern Mississippi has reviewed the questionnaire. They think you can 
answer them comfortably. However, you have the freedom to cease your participation at any 
time.  
 
How much time do I need? The survey contains 15 questions and the time length of your 
participation in this study should be less than 10 minutes.  
 
Who is running this study? This study is being conducted by Danlana brooks, a doctoral 
student in the Higher Education Administration program (School of Education). This study 
is under the supervision of Dr. Holly Foster, Ph.D.  
 
If I have questions who can I ask? This study is being conducted under the supervision of 
Dr. Holly Foster, Ph.D., and she may be contacted by phone at (601)266-4751, or by e-mail 
at Holly.Foster@usm.edu. You may contact Danlana Brooks at Danlana.Brooks@usm.edu. 
Any questions or concerns about rights as a research participant should be directed to the 
Chair of the Institutional Review Board, The University of Southern Mississippi, 118 
College Drive #5147, Hattiesburg, MS 39406-0001, (601) 266-6820.  
 
Are you going to protect my privacy? Of course! The questionnaires will not contain your 
name or any personal information. The data will be stored on password-protected computer. 
Only the researcher will have access to your responses for the purpose of analysis during and 
after the study.  
 
Can I quit during the study? Yes, you can quit at any time. You will not lose anything if 
you stop. Participation is your choice.  
 
How will participating in this study benefit me? Participating in this study will afford you 
with the opportunity to reflect on your own views toward programs offered in the residence 
halls.  
 
By clicking NEXT, I agree to participate and understand the nature of the 
study, my rights as a participant in this study, and that all questions concerning 
participation have been answered. 
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APPENDIX F – Campus Housing Survey 
Campus Housing Program Participation Survey 
Q1 Did you reside in campus housing at The University of Southern Mississippi during 
the 2018-2019 academic year? 
o Yes  
o No  
 
Q2 Race 
▢ Caucasian/White  
▢ African American/Black  
▢ Asian/Pacific Islander  
▢ Hispanic/Latino  
▢ Native American  
▢ Check all that apply  
▢ Other, specify   __________________ 
 
Q3 Sex 
o Male  
o Female  
o Other, specify   ________________________ 
 
 
Q4 Classification 
o Sophomore  
o Junior  
o Senior  
o Graduate  
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Q5 What is your USM cumulative GPA range?  
o 0.00 - 0.99  
o 1.00 - 1.99  
o 2.00 - 2.99  
o 3.00 - 3.99  
o 4.00  
 
Q6 Indicate the number of times you attended programs facilitated by a campus housing 
Resident Assistant during the 2018-2019 academic year. 
o Never  
o Rarely (1-4 programs)  
o Occasionally (5-8 programs) 
o Frequently (9-12 programs)  
o Very Frequently (13 - 16 programs)  
o Attended all programs  
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Q7 Indicate the number of times you attended each type of program facilitated by a 
campus housing Resident Assistant during the 2018-2019 academic year. 
 
 
Never 
One 
Time  
Two 
Times  
Three 
Times  
Four 
Times  
Five or 
More 
Life Skills (i.e. 
time 
management, 
communication, 
prioritizing, 
decision-making) 
      
Wellness (i.e. 
managing stress, 
anxiety, eating 
and sleep habits, 
proper exercise)  
      
Academic (i.e. 
good study 
habits, note and 
test-taking, 
resource 
awareness)  
      
Alcohol 
Awareness  
      
Sexual Assault 
Prevention  
      
Social Justice 
(equality of 
wealth, 
opportunity and 
privileges)  
      
Civic 
Engagement 
(community 
service) 
      
Social Programs 
(hall community 
building)  
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Q8 Rate your level of interest in each program type listed below.  
 
 
Not 
Interested 
Somewhat 
Not 
Interested Neutral 
Somewhat 
Interested 
Highly 
Interested 
Life Skills (i.e. 
time 
management, 
communication, 
prioritizing, 
decision-
making) 
     
Wellness (i.e. 
managing stress, 
anxiety, eating 
and sleep habits, 
proper exercise)  
     
Academic (i.e. 
good study 
habits, note and 
test-taking, 
resource 
awareness)  
     
Alcohol 
Awareness  
     
Sexual Assault 
Prevention  
     
Social Justice 
(equality of 
wealth, 
opportunity and 
privileges)  
     
Civic 
Engagement 
(community 
service) 
     
Social Programs 
(hall community 
building)  
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Q9 Rank the type of programs on a scale from 1 to 8, being 1 as the least beneficial and 8 
as the most beneficial.    
______ Life Skills (i.e. time management, communication, prioritizing, decision-
making)  
______ Wellness (i.e. managing stress, anxiety, eating healthy, good sleep habits, 
proper exercise)  
______ Academic (i.e. good study habits, note-taking, test-taking skills, resource 
awareness)  
______ Alcohol Awareness  
______ Sexual Assault Prevention  
______ Social Justice (equality of wealth, opportunity and privileges)  
______ Civic Engagement (community service)  
______ Social Program (hall community building, meeting new people)  
 
 
Q10 Rate your level of agreement with the following statements, campus housing 
programs... 
 Strongly 
Agree Agree 
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree Disagree 
Strongly 
disagree 
Created an 
educational 
experience.  
o  o  o  o  o  
Challenged 
my 
intellect.  
o  o  o  o  o  
Were very 
informative.  o  o  o  o  o  
Connected 
me to 
campus 
resources. 
o  o  o  o  o  
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Q11 Overall, what is your level of satisfaction with programming 
efforts offered by campus housing? 
o Extremely Satisfied  
o Slightly satisfied  
o Slightly dissatisfied  
o Extremely Dissatisfied  
 
Q12 Please check the reason(s) you were dissatisfied. Check all that apply. 
▢ Programs were time consuming.   
▢ Program topics were irrelevant.   
▢ Resident Assistant was not friendly.   
▢ Involved in other campus activities.   
▢ None the above, please specify.   _____________________ 
 
Q13 Please check the reason(s) you were satisfied. Check all that apply. 
▢ Programs were quick and to the point.   
▢ Program topics were relevant.   
▢ Resident Assistant was friendly.   
▢ Encouraged involvement on campus.   
▢ None of the above, please specify   _______________________ 
 
Q14 Which programming approach(es) would you suggest improving attendance to 
campus housing programs? Select all that apply. 
▢ Free Food  
▢ Games  
▢ Guest Speaker  
▢ Give-A-ways  
▢ Participation Incentives  
▢ Fun-oriented  
▢ Educational Movie  
▢ Interactive Competition  
▢ Grab and Go Information  
▢ Outdoor Setting  
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▢ None of the above, please specify   ______________________ 
 
Q15 Are there any program topics not listed you would be interested in attending? (Life 
Skills, Wellness, Academics, Alcohol Awareness, Sexual Assault Prevention, Social 
Justice, Civic Engagement, Social Programs) 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
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